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Abstract of thesis entitled: 
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Despite its popularity as a management tool among numerous organizations, the 
practice of goal setting may unintentionally contribute to harmful consequences like 
stressful working atmosphere and unethical bahaviors. This study examined how 
different goal assignment methods ("do-your-best", "assigned goal", and "assigned 
goal with monetary reward") and goal proximity (“close to goal" and “far away from 
goal") affect participants' tendency to engage in unethical behavior, measured as 
performance overstatement in both individual and group setting. Comparison was 
made between the behavioural patterns of goal setting and unethical behavior among 
group and individual setting. Results indicated that in both group and individual 
setting, apart from motivating participants to work harder and have better 
performance, goal setting can also encourage them to engage in unethical behaviors. 
Participants were more likely to overstate their performance when they were assigned 
a specific goal with or without monetary reward in both group and individual level. In 
addition, it is showed that participants' decision of engaging in performance 
overstatements or not in the individual setting was more likely to be affected by goal 
proximity than those in the individual setting. Also，it is found that participants were 
less likely to overstate when they were working with a group than working alone. 
Implications for the business and fiiture directions were also discussed. 
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Chapter 1- Introduction 
Being one of the most influential paradigms in psychology and management 
literature, goal setting is widely used in organizations among the globe. Locke and 
Latham (1990) concluded that goal setting might be the most effective managerial 
tool available. However, despite its popularity, goals could also serve as the source 
of stressful work life in the era of right-sizing, reengineering and global competition. 
These forces may lead people to engage in unethical behaviors as the cost of 
under-perform or not meeting business goals could be huge. A research shows that 
56% of American business people have experienced pressure to behave unethically 
in order to achieve company goals, 48% admitted having engaged in unethical 
behavior (Lonkevich, 1997) and 29% have been forced to use unethical means to get 
promoted (Gross, 1995). Business ethics hence become increasingly essemtial and 
many business schools started reemphasizing business ethics (Merritt, 2002). Many 
researchers started to investigate how possible this "perfect" and powerful goal 
setting practice could be account for some of these unethical behaviours in the 
business world. However, previous studies addressing this issue were mainly 
focused on individual settings, hence we would examine the relationship between 
goal setting and unethical behaviour at both group and individual level in the current 
study so to investigate those unexplored research areas in the current study. 
Goal Setting Theory and its effectiveness 
Substantial literature conducted in numerous countries and contexts have 
consistently demonstrated that setting specific and difficult goals can improve 
performance (Locke & Latham, 1990). All these findings provided the ground for 
uaing goal setting in almost all organizations. As we all knew, techniques like 
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"SMART goal", business quotas, "Management by Objectives" (Rodgers & Hunter, 
1991) are implemented world-widely in many organizations. With the ultimate goal 
of enhancing employees' innovation, performance and productivity, all these 
techniques use performance goal as a motivator and a criterion of performance 
appraisal. 
First suggested by Locke (1968), Goal Setting Theory is one of the most valid 
and practical theories of work motivation and performance in organizational 
psychology. In general, specific, difficult goals consistently lead to higher 
performance than asking people to "do their best”. The effect sizes in meta-analyses 
ranged from.42 to.80 (Locke & Latham, 1990). The positive effects associated with 
goal setting have also been found consistently in more than 100 different tasks 
which involve more than 40,000 participants, in both laboratory and field settings 
(Locke & Latham，2002). Effects of goal setting can also be applied to groups 
(O'Leary-Kelly, Martocchio, & Frink, 1994)，organizational units (Rogers & Hunter， 
1991), and entire organizations (Baum, Locke, & Smith，2001). 
Many researchers are eager in knowing which variable can affect or maximize 
these positive effects brought by goal setting. For instance, it is found that goal 
assignment methods (e.g. "goal with rewards" versus "assigned" goals); goal 
characteristics (e.g. level of specificity and difficulty) could make a difference in the 
ultimate task performance. It is also found that individual characteristics (e.g. 
personality, self-efficacy and levels of goal commitment) could moderate the 
relations between goal setting and various outcomes. 
A substantial amount of research has been accumulated regarding the operation 
of goal setting at the group level. The basic relationships found in individual goal 
setting have been replicated. Reviews of the group goal setting literature suggest that 
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challenging group goals can be effective in improving group performance and that 
groups with specific goals perform better than groups with vague or "do-your-best" 
goals (O'Leary, Martocchio, & Frink, 1994; Weldon & Weingart, 1993). In addition, 
group members working toward a difficult goal for a production task worked faster 
and more persistently than those without an explicit performance goal (Weingart, 
1990). In addition, individuals perform the worst in a do-your-best condition and the 
effect of group goal on performance is larger when an extrinsic reward is involved. 
Concerning the effectiveness of setting a collective goal, research indicated that 
people perform equally well under an individual goal and a group goal, (Mitchell & 
Silver, 1990). In the current study, we would like to replicate the previous findings 
between goal setting and performance among both individual and group setting: 
Hi： In both individual and group setting, participants would have highest 
performance in assigned goal with monetary reward, followed by specific 
"assigned goal" and have lowest performance in "do-your-best" condition. 
While the benefits of goal setting seem to be widely studied and the practice of 
goal setting seems to be highly worshiped, various findings indicated there are 
several potential problems in applying Goal Setting Theory. 
Potential drawbacks of Goal Setting Theory 
Despite the popularity of goal setting, it has been associated with corruption 
and deception and false sales reports in several organizational settings (e.g., 
Degeorge, Patel, & Zeckhauser, 1999; Jensen, 2001). The example of Enron 
Corporation also shocked the public: US$320 million in bonus payments and other 
special cash distributions were paid to Enron executives 10 months before Enron's 
collapse into bankruptcy (Barsky, 2008) as payments named as 'performance-based 
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programs, which [are] pretty standard for most corporations'(Eichenwald, 2002a). 
Justice Department officials who were responsible for the case identified that 
Enron's "Performance Unit Plan" was the origin of these unethical decisions and 
behavior exhibited by the executives because they were paid large bonuses based on 
the financial performance of the organization (Eichenwald, 2002b). 
Jones's (1991) definition of unethical behavior as any action that is “either 
illegal or morally unacceptable to the larger community" (p. 367). According to 
Barsky (2008), various behaviors such as deceptive behaviours (misrepresentation of 
products or services and misrepresentation of finances or fraudulent financial 
reporting) (e.g., Brief, Dukerich, Brown, & Brett, 1996); environmentally and 
socially harmful behaviors (e.g.，Tenbrunsel, Wade-Benzoni, Messick, & Bazerman， 
2000), and illicit behaviors such as theft (Greenberg, 2002) are examples of 
unethical behaviours in business practice that have been studied. 
One recent example is the Lehman Brothers Minibond mis-selling complaints 
received by the Securities and Futures Commission (SFC) of Hong Kong after the 
bankruptcy of Lehman Brothers during the global Financial Tsunami in 2008. It was 
shocking to the public that retailers did not disclose the risk involved during the 
selling process and it is suspected that meeting difficult business quota was the 
reason that motivated frontline workers to conduct mis-selling. 
These behaviours were results of how goals were set within the respective 
organizations (Barsky, 2008). Nonetheless, several researchers have suggested that 
setting difficult and specific performance goals for employees may have unintended 
consequences beyond enhancing task performance (Locke and Latham, 1990)，yet 
only a few studies have suggested the relation between goal-setting and unethical 
behavior (Schweitzer, Ordonez, & Douma, 2004) and hence shed the light on this 
new research area. 
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Goal setting as a motivator of unethical behaviour: Individual and group level 
Prior research in goal setting suggested that the presence of a goal increases 
arousal, focuses attention, and creates a psychological reward (e.g. positive 
self-evaluations and higher self-satisfaction) for attaining the goal, as suggested by 
Bandura's (1991) social cognitive theory (Heath, Larrick, & Wu, 1999). Hence, 
goals may also unintentionally increase individuals' tendency to behave unethically 
in achieving their goal because psychological costs occur when individuals admit 
they fail to accomplish a goal. Individuals with unmet goals were expected to be 
more likely to overstate their performance than people without specific goals 
(Barsky, 2008). When goal attainment is overly emphasized, there is a risk that 
individuals might engage in unethical behaviors in order to reach the goals. 
The study done by Schweitzer, Ordonez and Douma (2004) took the first move 
to link goal setting with unethical behaviour. It is found that goal setting can 
motivate unethical behaviour of individuals (to overstate one's performance), no 
matter if the goal is to "do-your-best" or involves monetary reward, and the relation 
is strongest when people were close to their assigned goals. In accordance to the 
definition suggested by Jones (1991), overstating their performance is an intentional 
deception which is deceptive in nature (Barsky, 2005). Chan and Law (2010) 
conducted a study to examine the potential side effects of goal setting in a 
collectivist society and results indicated that participatively-set goals elicited the 
largest number of performance overstatement. 
These findings indicated that goal setting can motivate unethical behaviour of 
in an individual setting. However, as small teams or groups are the basic unit in 
modem organizations and are usually assigned with a collective performance goal, 
can the abovementioned findings be applied to a group setting when a collective 
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goal assigned? As only individual goals were taken into account in how goal setting 
motivate unethical behaviour in the previous studies, these findings led to one of our 
major research questions: can unethical behaviour be motivated by setting collective 
goals in a group setting? 
Prior research in group setting found that group identity is beneficial to a group: 
strengthening group identity promotes ingroup cooperation (Amichai-Hamburger, 
2005). It may be due to a strong group identity transforms people's motives from the 
personal to the collective level. Evidence for this hypothesis can be found in studies 
showing that a strong sense of group identity will lead participants to make larger 
contributions (Cremer & Dijk, 2002). Moreover, in the social dilemma literature, it 
is found that strong group identity increases the value that people attach to the 
group's welfare versus their personal welfare (De Cremer & Van Vugt, 1999). 
Initially, it was also believed that inter-group cooperation and reduction of conflict 
when people bonded around a common goal (Sherif，1966). In sum, previous 
research indicated that a sense of group identity can be induced by creating a 
common goal, building similarity and promoting inter-group competition. 
As it is believed that this induced group identity can enhance cooperation and 
individual effort put in contributing to the accomplishment of a common goal, it 
might be possible to explain the relationship between goal setting and unethical 
behaviour. When the sense of group identity exists, participants are more likely to 
engage in cooperative behavior to maximize collective interests when there is a 
common goal. It is thus hypothesized that as participants are more willing to 
contribute and give efforts, so it might be possible when there is discrepancy 
between actual group performance and assigned goal, they may be motivated to 
accomplish the common goal by all means in a group setting. 
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For instances, at individual level，a personal banker may do mis-selling so to 
achieve his own personal business target. At group level, when he knows that the 
whole branch does not reach its target, some undesirable behaviors may be triggered 
(e.g. mis-selling) which will harm the individuals as well as the organization. When 
group identity is found to be effective in enhancing one's motivation to pursue the 
group's interest, it might be possible that group identity can also motivate of 
unethical behaviour in order to accomplish the collective goal. 
Goal setting at group level differentiates those at individual setting in many 
ways e.g. presense of group phenomena such as social loafing, cohesion and norms 
(Roethlisberger & Dickson, 1939). Thus, while concerning the relationship between 
goal setting and unethical behaviour, it is suspected that the at group level, the case 
could be more complicated and previous findings may not be directly applied. 
Hence, our first research question focused on the behavioural patterns and 
relationship between goal setting and unethical behaviour in group setting and how 
they are similar or different from those in an individual setting. 
Chan and Law (2010) investigated how goal assignment method (e.g. 
"do-your-best", "assigned goal" and "assigned goal with monetary reward") 
moderates the relationship between goal setting and unethical behaviours. 
Participants were found to overstate their performance significantly more frequently 
when specific goals were assigned as compared to "do-your-best" goals. Chan and 
Law (2010) suggested that specific goals have a clearer definition of success and 
failure than a vague "general" goal so larger pressure of goal attainment would be 
exerted to individuals. So it is also hypothesized that in a group setting, when being 
assigned a specific collective goal, participants will also perceive pressure in not 
accomplishing the goal, hence, it might be possible that they are more likely to 
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engage in unethical behaviour than under a do-your-best condition. 
H2a： In a group setting, participants with specific "assigned" collective goals would 
be more likely to overstate their performance than those in "do-your-best" 
condition. 
Similar to individual goal, goal attainment is always linked to extrinsic rewards 
such as job promotion and increased bonus in business practices at group level. 
However, it is suggested it is effective enough to motivate unethical behaviours by 
only setting an assigned goal. Chan and Law (2010) reported that no significant 
difference was found in overstatements of performance between participants with 
"assigned goals with monetary reward" and those with "assigned" goals. However, it 
may be more complex in a group setting. Due to the induced sense of group identity, 
goal failure will incur a larger psychological cost for those with a collective goal in a 
group setting. The psychological cost of goal failure will be larger as more people 
are involved. In other words, the benefits for these participants to engage in 
unethical behavior to attain their goals are greater than those in an individual setting, 
especially when an extrinsic reward in related to goal attainment of the group. 
H2b: In an individual setting, there is no significant difference in overstatements of 
performance between participants with "assigned goals with monetary reward" 
and those with mere "assigned" goals; whereas in a group setting, participants 
would overstate more with "assigned goals with monetary reward" than in 
"assigned goal" condition. 
H2c： Participants in a group setting would be more likely to overstate their 
performance than those in an individual setting across different goal assignment 
methods. 
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Goal proximity and unethical behavior 
As suggested by Schweitzer, Ordonez and Douma (2004), the level of 
psychological costs to misrepresent one's performance was affected by the amount 
of overstatement. It is easier for participants who miss their goals by a small extent 
to justify their overstating behaviors than for those who are far away from their 
goals because the psychological costs of accepting one's goal failure is greater than 
those who miss the goal by a great extent. As it is possible that the sense of group 
identity may motivate participants to conduct unethical behaviour to a certain extent, 
so it is hypothesized that a different pattern can be observed in a group setting where 
a collective goal is set. Furthermore, as abovementioned, the psychological cost of 
not meeting a collective goal is larger than not meeting an individual goal. 
Consequently, it is hypothesized that: 
Hsa： In a group setting, there is no significant difference in overstatements of 
performance between participants who miss their collective goals by a small 
extent ("close to group goal") and those who miss their collective goals by a 
large extent (“group performance is far from group goal，，), whereas in an 
individual setting, participants who miss their goals by a small extent ("close to 
goal") would overstate more than those who miss their goals by a large extent 
(‘‘far from goal"). 
Hsb： Participants who miss their collective goals by a small extent ("close to group 
goal") in a group setting would be more likely to overstate their performance than 
those in an individual setting. 
Goal commitment and Unethical Behaviors 
Schweitzer, Ordonez and Douma (2004) explored the role of goal setting in 
motivating unethical behavior and other researchers have suggested that setting 
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difficult and specific performance goals for employees may have unintended 
consequences beyond enhancing task performance (e.g., Latham, 1986; Latham & 
Wexley, 1981; Locke & Latham, 1990). Locke and Latham (2002) also find that the 
goal-performance relation is strongest when people are committed to their goals. 
Thus, as suggested by numerous studies on goals (Austin and Vancouver, 1996), 
goal-commitment may be a critical moderator of the relationship between goal and 
goal-setting attributes and unethical behavior. Barsky (2008) also suggested that 
goal-commitment may mediate the relationship between goal-setting practices and 
unethical behavior by decreasing the likelihood of ethical recognition, and increasing 
the likelihood of moral disengagement. Moreover, if participants participate in 
goal-setting, goal-commitment could be enhanced as some researchers have 
contended, unethical behavior will become more likely to occur. All these studies 
provided evidences for the linkage between goal commitment and unethical behavior. 
H4： The relationships between the goal assignment methods and unethical behavior 
(performance overstatement) would be mediated by participants' levels of goal 
commitment. 
As mentioned above, it is very common for organizations to assign common 
goals for their employees. In the business world, it is not common for employees to 
work alone as they are usually formed into groups in attaining goals set by 
organizations. However, it is still unclear that if any difference between the 
behavioural patterns in conducting unethical behaviour led by the goal setting 
practice among individual and group setting exist. So it might be possible that in real 
business setting in which a group of employees are assigned a collective goal, 
similar patterns of unethical behavior found by Schweitzer, Ordonez and Douma in 
2004) are likely to be observed. It is valuable to have further exploration and these 
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unknown areas would be examined by our research questions. By getting a better 
understanding of the relation between goal setting and unethical behaviour in both 
individual and group level, organizations can take appropriate actions to maximize 
the positive effects of goal setting. And at the same time, by knowing more about the 
potential drawbacks of goal setting, appropriate actions can be done to reduce the 
threats of unethical behavior in organizations. 
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Method 
Participants 
One hundred and twenty-nine undergraduate students (58 males, 71 females) 
aged ranges from 18 to 27, with a mean of 20.52 (SD= 1.39) were recruited via 
campus intranet to participate in our study for an experiment in group decision 
making and creativity from a university in Hong Kong. All participants' responses 
were treated as anonymous. 
Task and Procedure 
This is a factorial 3x2x2 design with three goal assignment conditions 
("do-your-best", "assigned goal", and "assigned goal with monetary reward") and 
two work settings ("individual" and "group") and two feedback setting 
("performance is far from goal” and "performance is close to goal"). Participants 
were randomly assigned to one of the conditions listed in the following table. 
Work Feedback Setting Do your Assigned Assigned Goal 
Setting best (D) Goal (A) with Monetary 
Reward (R) 
Individual Far From Goal (H) DNH ANH RNH 
(N) Close to Goal (L) DNL ANL RNL 
Group Far From Goal (H) DGH AGL ARL 
(G) Close to Goal (L) DGL AGH ARH 
Twenty-four participants were recruited to complete a pilot study before 
conducting the actual experiment so to generate a reference performance level of the 
task. In consistent with the study conducted by Schweitzer, Ordonez and Douma 
(2004), a modified version of Vance and Colella's (1990) anagram task was used to 
study goal setting behavior (Locke & Latham, 1990) in the current experiment. 
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Participants were given one minute to create as many words as possible using 
seven-scrambled letters listed at the top of a page (an example is "RVFKSHA"). In 
total, there were ten sets of letters (2 practice trials and 8 experimental trials) and 
participants were instructed to follow several rules: 1) each word must be an English 
word that is composed of at least two letters; 2) no proper noun is accepted; 3) each 
word must be made by using each of the 7 letters only once per word; 4) each word 
must be used in only one form (either in singular or plural form); 5) no abbreviation 
of a single word or a couple of words is accepted. 
In the actual experiment, participants were randomly assigned to one of 
conditions listed in the table above and each session consisted of 10-18 participants. 
Upon arrival, participants in the "group setting" condition were then asked to form 
two different groups and sit with their group members according to the color labels 
randomly placed on their seats. They were given an instruction sheet and were asked 
to have a discussion in order to complete three tasks listed on the sheet: (1) to write 
down three common characteristics among the all group members; (2) to imagine 
they are one of the two finalists of a competition and come up with three solutions 
regarding a topic. Afterwards, they were asked to take the seat containing a desk, a 
pencil, a workbook and a computer and were informed that they have to complete 
the third task on individual basis. Moreover, they were told that their performance 
will be pooled as the group performance and the current experiment aimed at 
investigating the relations between group decision making and creativity so 
experimenter was interested in knowing the performance of two groups. 
Afterwards, participants were asked to do the same word creation task as our 
pilot participants. Across different conditions, the experimenter used standardized 
scripts to help manipulate different conditions. Firstly, in order to ensure the 
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goal-setting climate is consistent. In the individual work setting, participants in the 
"do-your-best" condition were asked to "try to create as many words as you can"; 
participants in the "assigned goal” condition were told "in each round, you are 
expected to create at least six words in each trial". Moreover, the experimenter 
informed the participants that pilot research has indicated that a university student 
can attain a goal of six on average and therefore, "goal level assigned is difficult, but 
realistic and obtainable". In "assigned goals with monetary reward” conditions, 
participants were told “if you meet the goal, that is，on average, you create 6 words 
for each round, we will pay you $5 for each valid word you identified." The rest of 
the instructions were not varied by goal assignment. 
In the group work setting, participants in the "do-your-best" condition were 
asked to "try to create as many words as you can"; participants in the "assigned 
goal，，condition were told "in each round, on average, each member has to create 6 
words so your group is expected to create at least thirty-six (for a size group of 6) 
words”. Moreover, the experimenter informed the participants that pilot research has 
indicated that a group of six university students can attain a goal of thirty-six on 
average and therefore, “goal level assigned is difficult, but realistic and obtainable". 
In all "assigned goals with monetary reward，，conditions, participants were told "in 
each round, on average, each member has to create 6 words so your group is 
expected to create at least thirty-six (for a size group of 6) words. After completing 
the experiment, if your group meets the group goal, we will select one of the 
experimental rounds at random and pay you $5 for each valid word you identified 
(that is, $30 or more) if you have created 6 or more valid words during that round. 
If your group does not meet the group goal for that round, you will not receive any 
payment." So participants were expected to create six valid words per round in order 
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to meet the group goal. The rest of the instructions were not varied by goal 
assignment conditions. They were briefly explained the experimental procedures and 
then were allowed to begin. 
Regarding the ten sets of letters, the first two sets of letter were practice trials in 
which participants were given one minute in each trial and asked to "create as many 
words as you can." Practice trials can familiarize participants with the experimental 
procedure. Afterwards, all participants went through eight other experimental trials 
with different combinations of letters and the targeted number (were corrected to the 
nearest integer) of words formed in the pilot study were used to identify the 
performance goal for participants in the "assigned goal" and "assigned goal with 
monetary reward" conditions. In each trial, the experimenter used a timer to 
calculate the time and signal the participants to stop after every minute. 
Fifteen-second break time was given to participants after each round. A signal was 
given to participants to proceed to the next trial. 
In order to resemble prior goal setting work (e.g., Latham & Seijts，1999; 
Schweitzer, Ordonez & Douma, 2004), current goal was set equal to the 90th 
percentile of pilot performance, which is 6 valid words in the current study, and it 
indicated how many words should be created. The level of difficulty is consistent 
across the eight sets of letters as they are directly adapted from Vance and Colella 
(1990), in which the level of ease was equated. 
In order to see if goal proximity would affect participants in engaging unethical 
behaviour in 6 group setting sessions, a "feedback session" was provided as a 
dummy interactive computer program was shown and participants were instructed to 
input one's individual scores of each question. Take an example of a group of 6 
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participants, low group performance and high group performance were provided in 
"far from group goal" and "close to group goal" conditions respectively, in which 
the scores of five other members were shown and participants were instructed to fill 
in the last row of the page. In "individual" condition, no score was shown as only a 
blank row would appear and participants were only asked to input their scores. In 
the "individual" setting, feedback was coming from the actual performance of 
participants themselves as they were working on an individual basis, hence, no 
dummy "feedback session" was included in the current design. 
After the practice trials, participants were asked to complete a pre-experimental 
questionnaire, which was included in the workbook. Five items from the Hollenbeck, 
Williams and Klein (HWK) goal commitment scale were chosen to measure goal 
commitment of participants (Hollenbeck, Williams & Klein, 1989b, cited from Klein, 
Wesson, Hollenbeck, Wright & DeShon, 2001). They measured participants' 
"intention to extend effort toward goal attainment, persistence in pursuing that goal 
over time, and an unwillingness to lower or abandon that goal” (Hollenbeck & Klein， 
1987, cited from Klein et al，2001). Sample item was: “I am strongly committed to 
pursuing this goal，，. Respondents were asked to rate on a seven-point Likert scale 
ranging from "Disagree very much" to "Agree very much". A higher score reflected 
higher level of goal commitment. The reliability coefficient for the scale was .60. 
The average scores of the five items were used in later statistical analyses. Since 
participants in the "do-your-best" goal condition have no specific goal level, they 
were not given any pre-experimental questionnaire. In addition, a 7-items scale was 
used to check if a sense of identity can be induced successfully to participants during 
the manipulation. Sample item is “I have the feeling that I belong to my group". 
Drawback of Goal Setting at Group Level Hi 
Upon completion of the eight experimental trials, participants were asked to 
complete a post-round questionnaire, which included questions on participants' 
perception of goal specificity and difficulty (only available in “assigned，’ and 
"assigned with monetary reward" goal conditions when they have a goal), their 
perceived level of stress and challenge of the study and some general demographic 
information (including gender, first language, study major and age). 
Due to the special nature of the current study, maintaining a sense of anonymity 
is very important. To ensure anonymity, participants were told that the experimenter 
is interested in the group performance, not in individual performance. Thus, 
experimenter emphasized no name or any other identification was allowed to put on 
the workbook during the experiment. After the trials, all participants were asked to 
stop, and to record their performance which was the number of valid words they 
formed in each round. It is to provide them the chance to overstate their performance 
(Schweitzer, Ordonez & Douma，2004). Participants were then asked to indicate 
whether they reached their goal for each experimental round by recording on the 
answer sheet and the dummy feedback screen. There was no time limit and 
participants were instructed to detach their answer sheets from their workbook and 
put into two concealed boxes. Furthermore, as each experimental session had 10-18 
participants, it was to give the participants a sense of anonymity given the nature of 
the present experiment: prevent the experimenters from detecting any 
misrepresentations during the experiment. Participants were debriefed by email after 
the completion of all data collection. 
However, in order to calculate participants' rate of misrepresentation of their 
performance, we have a way to match the workbook and the answer sheet for each 
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participant. Following Schweitzer, Ordonez and Douma, (2004), the set of letters 
used in the final experimental round were unique to each of them. This set of letters 
was included in both the workbook and the answer sheet and the dummy feedback 
screen, therefore, we were able to do the matching for each participant after the 
experiment. Unethical behavior in this study was calculated by coding the 
congruence between participants' actual performance in the workbook and the 
number of correct responses that they claimed they have made on the answer sheet. 
Manipulations 
The goal assignment and work setting manipulations were introduced at this 
time. The number of participants in the three combinations of "do-your-best" 
condition namely "individual", "far from group goal" and "close to group goal" was 
12, 10 and 18 respectively. The number of participants in the three combinations of 
"assigned goal" condition namely was 17, 15 and 14 respectively. The number of 
participants in the three combinations of "assigned goal with monetary reward" 
condition namely was 15，15 and 13 respectively. 
To hold the objective goal difficulty constant among goal assignment 
conditions, the current goal for the participants in “assigned goal” and "assigned 
goal with monetary reward” condition was set equal to the 90th percentile of pilot 
performance and it indicated how many words should be created according to a pilot 
study of 24 participants, and thus a goal level of six valid words was set. Goal 
difficulty level was aligned with those of other goal assignment conditions. Apart 
from the objective goal difficulty level, participants' subjective perceptions of goal 
difficulty were also collected by asking them to indicate their perceived difficulty on 
their goal level (ranges from one to five) to ensure comparable subjective goal 
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difficulty levels among goal assignment conditions. 
Goal Difficulty Level. Apart from the objective goal difficulty level, 
participants' subjective perceptions of goal difficulty were also be collected by 
asking them to indicate their perceived difficulty on their goal level (ranges from 
one to five) to ensure comparable subjective goal difficulty levels among goal 
assignment conditions. 
Group Identity and Aim of the Study. A 7-items scale was used to check if a 
sense of identity can be induced successfiilly to participants during the manipulation. 
Sample item is “I have the feeling that I belong to my group". In addition, 
participants were asked to complete an open question "in your opinion, what is the 
aim(s) of the current experiment?" so to check if the cover story is convincing and 
reasonable. 
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Results 
In order to investigate the relative importance of the goal assignment methods, 
work setting and feedback setting conditions in explaining unethical behaviour at 
group level, the following statistical analyses were conducted after the data 
collection. 
The analyses were divided into four major parts. First of all, we examined the 
relationships between goal assignment methods, work setting and task performance 
in group setting. And we were also interested in knowing if participants in 
"individual setting" differ significantly from those in "group setting". In order to 
examine if the abovementioned relationships differ significantly among individual 
and group setting, the two work settings namely "close to group goal" and "far from 
group goal" were combined and treated as "group setting" and was compared with 
"individual setting” in this part of analysis. 
In the second part, the major hypotheses were tested, including the 
relationships between various goal assignment methods, work setting conditions 
(individual and group), and performance overstatement. 
In the third part, the effect of goal proximity was also investigated by looking 
into the relationship between goal proximity conditions and performance 
overstatement under different goal assignment methods and work setting. Then we 
examined the mediating role of goal commitment on the relationship between goal 
setting and unethical behaviour. 
Finally, we looked at the relationships between goal assignment methods and 
participants' subjective perceptions of goal difficulty and specificity, and their 
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perceptions of the level of stress and challenge of the task among different 
conditions. 
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Main Analyses 
Goal assignment methods, work setting conditions, and performance 
There were two indicators of performance, the average number of valid words 
and the average number of words listed. Firstly, a two-way ANOVA analysis was 
conducted to explore the impact of goal assignment methods and work setting 
conditions (individual and group) on performance, as measured by the average 
number of valid words listed in each experimental trial. The dependent variable was 
performance while goal assignment methods and work setting were treated as two 
independent variables. As the manipulation of feedback was given to participants 
after the actual performance has been recorded, the factor" feedback setting" was 
not included in this part of analysis. 
A significant interaction effect was found between goal assignment methods 
and work setting [F(2, 123) = 5.58,/7<.001]. And there was significant difference in 
performance among the three goal assignment conditions ("do-your-best”，"assigned 
goal，，and "assigned goal with monetary reward，，）[F(2, 123) = 20.59,/K.OOl]. The 
means and standard deviations across the conditions can be found in table 3. 
Post-hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicated that the mean score for 
the participants in the "assigned goal with monetary reward" condition (M = 3.01, 
SD= 1.61) was significantly higher than those in the "assigned goal" condition (M = 
3.26，SD = 1.25), as well as the "do-your-best" condition (M = 4.68, SD = 1.70). 
Hypothesis 1 was supported. 
Concerning the main effect of work setting, no significant difference was found 
[F(l, 123) = A3,p=5\ n.s.] between "individual" (M = 3.58, SD = 2.09) and 
"group" setting (M 二 3,69, SD = 1.44). The results are shown in Table 2. 
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Table 10 
Means of number of valid words listed in each round across the goal assignment 
methods and work settings 
Goal assignment methods 
Number Work DYB AG AR Total 
of valid Setting Mean s.d. Mean s.d. Mean s.d. Mean s.d. 
words Individual 2.23 1.98 2.93 1.43 5.39 1.54 3.58 2.09 
listed in Group 3.35 1.32 3.45 1.12 4.30 1.68 3.69 1.44 
each 
round Total 3.01 1.61 3.26 1.25 4.68 1.70 3.65 1.70 
Note: DYB = Do-your-best, AG = Assigned goal, AR = Assigned with monetary reward 
Table 2 
AN OVA - Goal assignment methods, Work setting and Means of number of valid 
words listed 
Means of number of valid words listed 
SS Df MS F 
Goal Assignment 89.47 2 44.73 20.59** 
Work Setting .94 1 .94 .43 
Interaction 24.23 2 12.11 5.55* 
Within Groups 267.26 123 2.23 
Total 360.91 
Note. SS = sum of square, df = degree of freedom, MS = mean square, F = F statistic 
*p<0.05;**p<0.001 
Goal assignment methods, work setting and work effort 
The second indicator of performance was the amount of effort made during the 
task, as measured by the average number of words listed per experimental round. It 
is the second indicator of performance. One word was counted as one point 
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regardless the word created was valid or not. A two-way ANOVA test showed that a 
significant interaction effect between work setting and goal assignment methods 
[F(2, 123) 二 9.00，pc.OOl] was found. Furthermore, there were significant 
differences in the average number of words listed among the three goal assignment 
methods [F(2, 123) =24.86 , p<.001] and two work setting [F(l, 123) = 7.98, 
尸=.006]. 
For the main effect of goal assignment methods, post-hoc comparisons using 
the Tukey HSD test indicated that the mean score for the participants in the 
"assigned goal with monetary reward" condition [M = 7.68，SD = 3.43] was 
significantly higher than those in the "assigned goal” condition [M = 4.86，SD = 
2.44], and the “do-you-best’，condition [M = 4.64，^ = 1.94]. The ANOVA analyses 
are presented in Table 3. By using this performance indicator, hypothesis 1 was 
again supported. 
For the main effect of work setting, findings indicated that the mean score for 
the participants in the individual [M = 6.57, SD 二 3.53] was significantly higher than 
those in group setting [M二 5.30, SD = 2.61]. The ANOVA analyses are also 
presented in Table 4. 
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Table 10 
Means of number of words listed in each round across the goal assignment method 
and work settings 
Goal assignment methods 
Number Work DYB ^ ^ T ^ 
of valid Setting Mean s.d. Mean s.d. Mean s.d. Mean s.d. 
words Individual 5.50 2.11 4.25 1.91 10.07 3.14 6.57 3.53 
listed in Group 4.27 1.78 5.23 2.67 6.40 2.88 5.30 2.61 
each 
round Total 4.64 1.94 4.86 2.44 7.68 3.43 5,73 3.00 
Note: DYB = Do-your-best, AG = Assigned goal, AR = Assigned with monetary reward 
Table 4 
AN OVA - Goal assignment methods’ Work setting, and Average number of words 
listed 
Average number of words listed 
SS Df MS F 
Goal Assignment 304.71 2 152.35 24.86** 
Work Setting 48.91 1 48.91 7 . 9 8 卑 
Interaction 110.66 2 55.33 9 .00" 
Within Groups 800.33 123 6.40 
Total 1186.17 128 
Note. SS = sum of square, df = degree of freedom, MS = mean square, F = F statistic 
* p<0.05; ** p<Q.01 
Goal assignment methods, work setting, feedback setting and performance 
overstatement 
Following the prior work, participants were able to check and count their own 
performance using a dictionary so that they were granted a chance to misrepresent 
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their performance by either overstating or understating the number of valid words 
listed in each experimental round. As some may argue that those overstatements 
might due to random error in marking one's work, so in consistent with the prior 
studies, the data of both overstatements and understatements were recorded. If the 
total number and patterns of overstatements across different conditions is 
significantly higher from that of understatements, it can be concluded overstatement 
is an intentional behaviour and hence it will treated as an indicator of unethical 
behavior. 
During the analysis, participants' performance in each round in the individual 
session were categorized into either "close to group” and "far from goal" feedback 
conditions according to their actual average performance by using a median split. A 
median of 3.94 valid words was used as a cut-off score, in which participants' 
performance scored 3.94 or above were put under the "close to goal，’ condition, 
whereas those scored lower than 3.94 were put under the "far from goal" condition 
in our analysis. 
It is found that on average, participants overstated more than they understated 
across all goal assignment conditions. Averaging all goal assignment conditions, 
participants' overstated 1.16 times while understated 0.10 time (t[128] 二 7.97, 
p< .001) (see table 5). The patterns of overstatements and understatements are 
different, implying that participants' overstatements were not simply due to random 
errors. 
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Table 10 
Paired Sample T-test 一 Number of Performance Overstatements and 
Understatements 
OS u s OS-US 
Mean s,d. Mean s.d. Mean s.d. df T 
1.16 1.53 .10 .30 .80 1.01 128 7.97** 
Note; OS = Performance overstatements, US = Performance understatements, 
OS-US = the difference between performance overstatements and 
understatements. 
**/?< 0.001 
ANOVA analysis further supported the idea of participants' intentional 
overstatement motivated by different variables. A significant two-way interaction 
effect of goal assignment methods and feedback setting [F(2, 117) = 3.71，p = .028]， 
a significant main effect between goal assignment conditions and participants' 
overstatements [F(2, 117) = 8.20, p<.001] were found, but not between goal 
assignment conditions and participants' understatement [F(2, 117) = .16，n.s.]. In 
other words, the patterns of overstatements and understatements of participants 
across the goal assignment conditions differed. Results are presented in table 6. 
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Table 10 
ANOVA - Performance Overstatement, Understatement, Work setting conditions, 
Feedback Setting and Goal assignment methods 
Average number of times Average number of times 
overstated understated 
SS Df MS F SS df MS F 
Goal Assignment 31.29 2 15.65 8.20** .03 2 .015 .16 
Work Setting 5.79 1 5.79 3.04 .042 1 .042 .44 
Feedback 6.95 1 6.95 3.64 .030 1 .030 .31 
Goal X Work 3.74 2 1.87 .979 .013 2 .006 ‘067 
Goal X Feedback 14.14 2 7.07 3.71* .026 2 .013 .134 
Work X Feedback 7.01 1 7.01 3.67 .008 1 .008 .082 
3-way interaction 9.08 2 4.54 2.38 .23 2 .12 1.22 
Within Groups 67.25 117 1.91 11.11 117 .095 
Total 300.20 128 11.69 128 
Note. SS = sum of square, df = degree of freedom, MS = mean square，F = F statistic 
< 0.05, **j!7< 0.001 
After we have showed that overstatements of performance were not due to 
randomly errors, we moved on to our second research question in the current study. 
Separate three-way ANOVA tests were performed to investigate the relationship 
between the three goal assignment methods, two work setting conditions, two 
feedback settings and unethical behaviour. The average number of times overstated 
was used as the dependent variable in performing the analysis, whereas goal 
assignment, work setting and feedback setting were used as the three independent 
4 
variables. No significant three-way interaction effect [F(2, 117) = 2.38, p 二 .097] 
was found. Concerning the two-way interaction effect, goal x feedback one is 
significant [F(2, 117) = 3.71, p=.028], work x feedback one was marginally 
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significant [F(l, 117) = 3.67，p=.058], whereas goal x work one is not significant 
[F(2, 117) = .98, p=38]. 
Concerning the main effects, results indicate that there were significant 
differences in performance overstatements for the three goal assignment conditions 
[F(2, 117) = 8.20, p<.001] and a marginally significant main effect of feedback 
setting [F(l, 117) = 3.64, p=.059]. No significant difference in performance 
overstatements among the two work setting conditions was found [F(l, 117) = 3.04, 
p=.084]. Hypothesis 2a predicted that in group setting, participants with specific 
"assigned goal" would be more likely to overstate their performance than those with 
"do-your-best" goals. Post-hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicated that 
the mean score of the participants in the "do-your-best" goal condition (M = .45, SD 
=.90) is significantly lower than and those in the "assigned" goal condition (M = 
1.22, SD = 1.53). Hypothesis 2a was supported. 
Hypothesis 2b predicted that in an individual setting, there is no significant 
difference in overstatements of performance between participants with "assigned 
goals with monetary reward" and those with "assigned" goals, whereas in a group 
setting，participants would overstate more in assigned goals with monetary reward 
than in assigned goal condition. A marginally significant interaction between goal 
assignment methods, feedback setting conditions was found [F(2, 117) = 3.67, 
p=058]. Post-hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicated that there is no 
significant difference between the mean score of the participants in the "assigned 
goal" condition (M = 1.21, SD= 1.53) and those in “assigned goal with monetary 
reward" condition (M = 1.74 二 1.75). Moreover, Hence, hypothesis 2b was not 
supported. 
No significant difference [F(l, 123) = 3.04, p= 0.84] was found in 
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overstatements of performance between individual and group setting was found, 
hypothesis 2c was not supported. The ANOVA results are presented in table 6. 
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Table 10 
Means of the number of times overstated and understated across the goal 
assignment methods 
Goal assignment methods 
DYB AG AGR ALL 
Mean s.d. Mean s.d. Mean s.d. Mean s.d. 
OS .46 .92 1.31 1.34 1.35 1.62 1.07 1.37 
US .07 .26 .14 .35 .11 .31 .11 .31 
Note: OS = Overstatement, US = Understatement DYB = Do-your-best, AG = Assigned 
goal, AGR = Assigned goal with reward, All = All goal assignment methods in general 
Table 8 
Means of listed in total number of times overstated across goal assignment methods, 
work setting, feedback 
Goal assignment methods 
Number Work Setting DYB AG AR Total 
of valid Mean s.d. Mean s.d. Mean s.d. Mean s.d. 
words Individual F .44 1.01 .50 .94 2.0 1.41 .60 1.04 
listed in C .33 .58 3.67 3.01 2.54 1.89 2.37 2.11 
each Group F .31 .85 1.13 1.06 1.67 1.76 1.04 1.39 
round C .60 .99 1.5 1.60 1.00 1.41 2.11 1.37 
Total F .36 .90 .83 1.04 1.71 1.69 .89 1.28 
C .56 .92 1.88 1.99 1.77 1.82 1.44 1.74 
Note: DYB = Do-your-best, AG = Assigned goal, AR = Assigned with 
monetary reward, F=Far from goal, C=Close to group 
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Goal proximity and unethical behaviour 
In consistent with previous studies (e.g. Chan & Law, 2010), in order to 
examine goal proximity and unethical behaviour, we only considered participants in 
the conditions with specific goals ("assigned goal" and "assigned goal with 
monetary reward"), and examined only rounds in which participants failed to reach 
the goal. The rationale behind is for those participants in these individual settings, 
they were instructed to meet a goal of creating six valid words per round. And for 
participants in these group settings, although they were instructed to meet a group 
goal (e.g. 36 words for a group of 6 people), to create 6 valid words per round per 
person was also strongly emphasized during the experiment. So it is reasonable to 
set the goal as 6 valid words for all participants. Hence, we produced two scores for 
those participants who overstated and accurately reported their performance at least 
once respectively, they are: difference between average productivity and goal in 
accurately reported rounds (DPA), and difference between average productivity and 
goal in overstated rounds (DPO). The mean difference (A-0, which is DPA minus 
DPO) between average productivity and goal in accurately reported rounds and in 
overstated rounds were calculated and be used as the dependent variable in the 
following analysis. 
Separate three-way ANOVA tests were performed to investigate the relationship 
between goal proximity and unethical behaviour. The mean difference between 
average productivity and goal in accurately reported rounds and in overstated rounds 
(A-0) was used as the dependent variable in performing the analysis, whereas goal 
assignment methods, work setting and feedback setting were used as the three 
independent variables. No significant three-way interaction effect [F{1, 41) < .0001, 
p ； .997] was found. Concerning the two-way interaction effect, goal x feedback one 
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is not significant [F(l, 41) = .763, n.s. ], neither do work x feedback [F(l, 48)=. 
388 n.s.] nor goal X work [F(l, 41) = .182, p= 671]. Concerning the main effects, 
results indicate that there were marginally significant differences in performance 
overstatements for work setting [F(l, 41) = 3.99, p=.052]. No significant difference 
in performance overstatements among the two feedback setting conditions [F(l, 41) 
<•0001，p二.992] and three goal assignment conditions [F(2，41) = 2.05, n.s.] was 
found. 
We also take a closer look to both individual and group setting, in individual 
setting, paired t-test showed that the mean difference is 2.74 in accurately reported 
rounds (DPA) and 2.07 in overstated rounds (DPO) (t[17] = 1.89, p= .075), the 
difference (A-O) was marginally significant. These findings indicated that 
participants were more likely to overstate their performance when they were nearer 
to the goal (when the difference between productivity and goal is smaller). In other 
words, participants who missed their goals by a small extent are likely to overstate 
their performance than those who missed their goals by a large extent. Results of 
paired t-test are presented in table 10. 
Two fake group performance feedback summaries were shown to participants 
in the group setting. In group setting (when close to goal and close to goal are 
combined), paired t-test showed that the mean difference is 3.13 in accurately 
reported rounds (DPA) and 3.23 words in overstated rounds (DPO) (t[29] = .51, 
p= .61), the difference was not significant. These findings indicated that 
overstatements of performance were similar despite goal proximity in group setting. 
Hypothesis 3a predicted that in a group setting, when participants were not 
meeting the assigned goal, there is no significant difference in overstatements of 
performance between participants who miss their collective goals by a small extent 
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("group performance is close to group goal，，）and those who miss their collective 
goals by a large extent ("group performance is far from group goal，，)，whereas in an 
individual setting, participants who miss their goals by a small extent ("close to 
goal，，）would overstate more than those who miss their goals by a large extent ("far 
from goal”). Results indicated that participants who fail to meet their goals by a 
small extent ("close to goal") in an individual setting would be more affected by 
goal proximity and conduct overstatement of performance whereas no significant 
relationship was found between goal proximity and unethical behaviour in the group 
setting. In other words, participants' decision of engaging in performance 
overstatements or not in the individual setting was more likely to be affected by goal 
proximity than those in the group setting. Hence, hypothesis 3a was not supported. 
As hypothesis 3b predicted that participants who miss their collective goals by a 
small extent ("close to group goal") in a group setting would be more likely to 
overstate their performance than those in an individual setting, this hypothesis was 
not supported as well. 
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Table 10 
ANOVA -Goal assignment methods, work setting, feedback and the mean difference 
between average productivity and goal in accurately reported rounds and in 
overstated rounds 
The mean difference between average productivity and goal in 
accurately reported rounds and in overstated rounds (A-0) 
SS Df MS F 
Goal Assignment .966 1 .966 2.05 
Work Setting 1.88 1 1.88 3.99 
Feedback <.0001 1 <.0001 <.0001 
Goal X Work .086 1 .182 .182 
Goal X Feedback .072 1 .152 .763 
Work X Feedback .36 1 .763 .388 
3- way <.0001 1 <.0001 <.0001 
Interaction 
Within Groups 19.35 41 .472 
Total 22.44 ^ 
Note. SS 二 sum of square, df = degree of freedom, MS = mean square, F =F statistic 
* p<0.05 
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Table 10 
Paired Sample T-test — Difference between average number of valid words and goal 
listed in overstated and accurately reported rounds in individual setting 
DPA DPO A-O 
Mean s.d. Mean s.d. Mean s.d. df t 
2.74 .77 2.07 1.28 .66 1.49 17 1.89 
Note: DPA = mean between average productivity and goal in accurately reported 
rounds, DPO = mean between average productivity and goal in overstated 
rounds, A-O = the mean difference between average productivity and goal in 
accurately reported rounds and in overstated rounds 
* p<0.05 
Table 11 
Paired Sample T-test - Difference between average number of valid words and goal 
listed in overstated and accurately reported rounds in group setting 
APO APA A-O 
Mean s.d. Mean s.d. Mean s.d. df t 
3.23 1.10 3.13 .72 .10 1.10 29 .51 
Note: DPA = mean between average productivity and goal in accurately reported 
rounds, DPO = mean between average productivity and goal in overstated 
rounds, A-O = the mean difference between average productivity and goal in 
accurately reported rounds and in overstated rounds 
* p<0.05 
The mediating role of goal commitment 
Lastly, hypothesis 4 predicted that relationships between the goal assignment 
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methods and unethical behavior (performance overstatement) would be mediated by 
participants' levels of goal commitment in group setting. In this part of analysis, the 
variable "feedback setting" was not involved as the level of goal commitment was 
measured before the feedback was given. 
In order to examine if participants' goal commitment level differs across 
different goal assignment conditions, a two-way ANOVA test were performed. 
Average goal commitment level was the dependent variable whereas goal 
assignment methods (assigned goal and assigned goal with monetary reward) and 
work setting (group and individual) were two independent variables. A significant 
difference was found across different goal assignment methods [F(l, 85) = 17.37, 
p<O.OOL] and work setting [F(l, 85) 二 3.72, p=.05]. Afterwards, in order to examine 
whether the relation between performance overstatement and goal assignment 
conditions are mediated by participants' levels of goal commitment in two work 
settings, a hierarchical regression analysis were performed and see how much extra 
variance goal commitment can explains in performance overstatement. 
The results of the hierarchical regression analysis are presented in table 13. 
After goal assignment condition and work setting in Block 1 have been entered, the 
overall model explains 4% of variance F[2, 85] 二 1.75, p= 18]. After Block 2 (goal 
commitment) has also been included, the total explained variance = 0.2%, F[3, 85] 
=1.22 p=.31]. This means that goal commitment does not explain any additional 
variance in performance overstatement when the effect of goal assignment and work 
setting is statistically controlled for. There was no support for the hypothesis that 
goal commitment mediates the effect of goal setting on unethical behaviour. The 
results are presented in table 13. 
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Table 10 
ANOVA — Goal Commitment, Goal Assignment Methods and Work Setting 
Goal Commitment 
SS df MS F 
Goal Assignment 7.38 1 7.38 17.37** 
Work setting 1.58 1 1.58 3.72* 
Interaction .00 1 .00 .00 
Within Groups 50.07 85 .43 
Total 50.96 88 
Note. SS = sum of square, df = degree of freedom, MS = mean square, F = F statistic 
* p <0.05 **p<0.01 
Table 13 
Hierarchical Regression Analysis 
Goal Assignment Methods and Goal Commitment Predicting Performance 
Overstatement 
Standardized Regression Coefficients 
Step 聊 Step2 胸 
Goal assignment -.163 -.184 
Work setting .116 .126 
Goal Commitment -.051 
R2 .039 .041 
Adjusted R2 .017 .007 
AR2 ^ .002 
* p <0.05 0.01 
a. Predictors: (Constant), Goal assignment methods, Work Setting 
b. Predictors: (Constant), Goal assignment methods. Work setting, Goal commitment 
c. Dependent Variable: Performance overstatement 
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Goal assignment methods and participants' perceptions 
A separate one-way between-groups analysis of variance (ANOVA) showed 
that there were no significant differences among the perceived goal specificity [F(l, 
78) =0.055; p= .816，n.s.] across the two goal assignment conditions ("assigned 
goal" and "assigned goal with monetary reward"). No significant differences among 
the perceived goal difficulty and three goal conditions was found as well [F(2, 114) 
=729; p= .48,n.s.]. In other words，apart from the objective goal level of six valid 
words, participants' subjective perception of goal difficulty was also controlled in 
our study. The goals set in our study were consistently difficult and specific in all 
goal assignment conditions. The ANOVA results are presented in table 14. 
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Table 10 
ANOVA - Participants 'Level of Goal Difficulty and Specificity and Goal Assignment 
Methods 
Level of Difficulty Level of Specificity 
SS Df MS F 坠 df MS F 
Goal assignment .901 2 .451 .729 .043 1 .043 .055 
Work Setting .120 1 .12 .194 .286 1 .286 .36 
Feedback 1.96 1 1.96 3.17 1.69 1 1.69 2.13 
Goal X Work .38 2 .19 .308 .622 1 .622 .783 
Goal X Feedback 1.87 2 .934 1.51 1.74 1 1.74 2.19 
Work X Feedback .711 1 ,711 1.15 .42 1 .42 .529 
3-way .732 2 .366 .592 .071 1 .071 .090 
Interaction 
Within Groups 70.41 114 .618 61.91 78 .794 
Total 80.04 125 65.73 85 
Note. SS = sum of square, df = degree of freedom, MS = mean square, F 二 F statistic 
* p<0.05; ** p<0.01 
Goal assignment methods and perceived level of challenge and stress 
In terms of how challenging the participants perceived to meet the goal, no 
significant differences were found among the goal assignment conditions [F(l, 78) 
=714; p=401] and work setting [F(l, 78) = 41; p= 52], A significant main effect of 
feedback setting was found [F(l, 78) 二 4.84; p= 031] in which those who were “far 
from goal" perceived the task as more challenging than those who were "close to 
goal". In terms of how stressful the participants perceived the study was, significant 
differences were found among the goal assignment conditions [F(2, 114) = 3.82, 
p二.025]. Post-hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicated that the mean 
score for the participants in the "do-you-best" [M = 2.85, ® = .949] was 
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significantly higher than those in the "assigned goal" \M = 3.45，SD - 1.27], and 
assigned goal with monetary reward" [M = 3.57, SD = .975] 
Group Identity 
A 7-items scale was used to check if a sense of identity can be induced 
successfully to participants during the manipulation. An one-way ANOVA was 
conducted and it is found that group identity in the group setting [M = 2.38，SD = 
1.27] was significantly higher than in the individual setting [M = 4.28，SD= 1.41: 
F(l, 128) = 35.01,;?<.001]. Results indicated that group identity was successfully 
induced during the manipulation. 
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Table 15 
AN OVA — Level of Challenge, Stress and Goal Assignment Methods, work, feedback 
Level of Challenge Level of Stress 
SS df MS F SS df MS F 
Goal .304 1 .304 .714 8.37 2 4.17 3.82* 
assignment 
Work Setting .175 1 .175 .410 .278 1 .278 .254 
Feedback 2.07 1 2.07 4.85* .03 1 .03 .028 
Goal X Work .956 1 .956 2.24 .703 2 .351 .321 
Goalx .053 1 .053 .124 1.613 2 .806 .726 
Feedback 
Workx 1.34 1 1.34 3.14 .813 1 .813 .481 
Feedback 
3- way 0.795 1 .795 1.87 .472 2 .236 .391 
Interaction 
Within Groups 33.26 78 .426 124.85 114 1.09 .806 
Total 37.02 85 142.54 125 
Note. SS = sum of square, df = degree of freedom, MS = mean square, F = F statistic 
* p<0.05 
Table 16 
AN OVA - Work setting and Group identity 
Average number of words listed 
^ Df MS F 
Work Setting 78.95 1 78.95 3 5 . 0 1 * * 
Within Groups 223.27 128 2.25 
Total 302.21 129 
Note. SS = sum of square, df = degree of freedom, MS 二 mean square, F = F statistic 
** p<0.01 
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Chapter 4 - Discussion 
Substantial literature conducted in numerous countries and contexts have 
consistently demonstrated that setting specific and difficult goals can lead to better 
performance and enhanced work productivity (Locke & Latham, 1990). However, 
goal setting has been associated with well-known organizational corruption and false 
sales reports in several organizational settings (e.g., Degeorge, Patel, & Zeckhauser, 
1999; Jensen, 2001). Full of shock and hesitation, many researchers doubted how 
goal setting could be account for some of these unethical behaviours (Schweitzer, 
Ordonez and Douma, 2004; Knight, 2001). Schweitzer, Ordonez and Douma (2004) 
took the first move to link goal setting with unethical behaviour and explore when it 
would happen. 
Small groups are the basic unit in modem organizations and employees are 
usually assigned with a collective goal, but to our surprise, little effort has been 
made to explore this area of goal setting at the group level and thus，the main goal of 
the current study was to understand the relationship between goal setting and 
unethical behaviour in a group setting and how the findings in an individual setting 
can be generalized in the group setting. Particularly, we aimed to identify the 
motivating effects of different goal assignment methods on unethical behavior as 
well as the role of one's group identity, goal commitment that contributes to the 
relation between goal setting and unethical behaviour. 
Goal setting, work setting and performance 
Apart from studying how goal setting encouraged unethical behavior, we tried 
to replicate the relationships found between performance and using goals in the 
group setting. In terms of the average number of valid words listed, participants in 
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the "assigned goal with monetary reward" condition performed significantly better 
than those in the "assigned goal", with those in the "do-your-best" condition 
performed the worst in both individual and group setting. Although in both 
individual and group setting, no significant differences were found between the 
"do-your-best" and the "assigned goal" condition, an examination of the means 
revealed that the participants in the "assigned goal" condition created a higher 
number of valid words than those in "do-your-best" conditions. 
One plausible explanation of better task performance of those in the "assigned 
goal with monetary reward" condition than "do-your-best" conditions is certain 
amount of stress may enhance participants' performance. The timed anagram task 
used in our study created time urgency and stress to participants. It is well-known 
that an inverted-U relationship could be found between perceived stress and 
performance. Indeed, participants in the “do-you-best” condition perceived the study 
as less stressful than the other three groups and they performed the worst in terms of 
the total number of correct responses among all as well. In other words, the better 
performance of those in the "assigned goal with monetary reward，，condition may be 
due to the fact that they were more stressed while doing the task as materialistic 
reward was involved. It might be possible that as no materialistic reward or 
punishment was involved in the "assigned goal" condition in the current 
experimental situation, the low level of stress leads to low motivation, in other 
words, it is not effective enough to trigger better effort and performance. It is found 
that similar to work effort, task performance could be mostly enhanced when an 
extrinsic reward is involved in goal attainment. 
Participants in the group setting would have similar performance to those in the 
individual setting. As suggested by Chan and Law (2010), a direct relationship 
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between effort and performance may not exist as performance would not improve 
any further or improve at a very slow rate after a certain level of effort. Ability (e.g. 
English vocabulary, cognitive ability and working speed in this study) instead of 
effort is more critical in affecting one's performance. It may be the reason why no 
significant difference was found between individual and group setting as well. 
We then looked at "work effort”, the second performance indicator, and 
examined whether goal setting could motivate participants to put more effort in both 
group setting and individual setting. In consistent with previous findings, we found 
that the amount of effort put into the task, as measured by the average number of 
words created per experimental round, was highest for the participants in the 
"assigned goal with monetary reward" condition, followed by those in the "assigned 
goal" and "do-your-best" conditions in both individual and group settings. This 
supported the claims by the advocates of goal setting theory that specific and 
difficult goals do motivate people to put more efforts and work more persistently on 
the task (Locke & Latham, 1990, 2002). More importantly, this effect could be 
enhanced when an additional reward (e.g. monetary reward) was involved. 
When we compared the performance between the two work settings, results 
showed that participants worked harder in the individual setting than in the group 
setting. In additional, an interaction effect was found in the work effort among two 
work setting (individual/ group) and three goal assignment methods. Generally 
speaking, participants worked harder in individual setting than in group setting, 
especially in the "assigned goal with monetary reward" condition. One plausible 
explanation is the attribution patterns for group performance as suggested by Taylor 
and Doria (1981). In a group setting, people tended to attribute both success and 
failure more externally than internally, which indicates a general diffusion of 
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responsibility when responsibility or task competence levels are held constant 
(Leary & Forsyth，1987). It might be possible to imply that when participants were 
working alone (as in the individual setting), they themselves would be solely 
accounted for the final performance, however, when they were working with other 
people (as in the group setting), their accountability for the group success or failure 
may decrease and hence lead to lower work effort while completing the task. 
In sum, the relationships found between goal setting, goal assignment methods 
and performance in both group and individual setting were replicated in this study. 
Goal setting, work setting, feedback and unethical behavior 
Concerning our major research questions, the results confirmed the findings of 
the study done by Schweitzer, Ordonez and Douma (2004) that apart from 
motivating constructive behaviors, goal setting can also motivate participants' 
unethical behavior, measured as overstatement of overstatement. In current study, in 
terms of average number of overstated round, participants in the individual setting 
overstated more when there was an assigned goal, which is consistent with the 
previous findings. Participants were also found to overstate their performance 
significantly more when specific goals were assigned as compared to general 
"do-your-best" condition in the group setting. This result can be attributed to the fact 
that specific goals exert a larger pressure of goal attainment to participants because 
specific goals have a clearer definition of success and failure than an ambiguous 
"do-your-best" goal. When participants are only told to "do-your-best," they can 
simply focus on one simple goal which is "performance" instead of multiple goals 
(meeting the target and behave morally) according to the Goal Shielding Theory 
(Shah, Friedman, & Kmglanski, 2002). In our study, although no significant 
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difference was found between the mean scores of the participants in the "assigned 
goal with monetary reward" condition and those in the "assigned goal" condition, an 
examination of the means showed that participants with "assigned goal with 
monetary reward" overstated their performance to some extent more than those with 
"assigned goal". 
No significant result was found between the mean score of the participants in 
the "assigned goal with monetary reward" condition and those in the "assigned goal" 
condition, indicating that no matter if the goal is a mere "assigned goal" or involves 
extrinsic incentives, participants were motivated to engage in unethical behavior. 
These findings clearly suggested that just by setting a specific goal like in the 
"assigned goal” condition, even without any extrinsic monetary reward, the effect is 
strong enough to trigger unethical behavior in both individual and group setting. 
When there is an assigned goal, participants may have accessible rationalizations to 
engage in unethical behaviour more easily. For instance, employees who are 
assigned a performance goal may be less hesitated to behave unethically, as they 
may link harmful or deceptive actions to a more valuable purpose (i.e., "it is to meet 
the company goal" or "my boss told me to do so,，). 
It is interesting to point out the behavioural patterns found between goal setting 
and ethical behavior is different from those between goal setting and performance. A 
specific assigned goal is effective to motivate unethical behaviour whereas only an 
assigned goal with monetary rewards could enhance task performance. So it might 
be possible that the mechanism behind for leading to better performance and 
unethical behaviour may be different and worth further investigation. 
When we examined if participants in a group setting would be more likely to 
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overstate their performance than those in an individual setting across different goal 
assignment methods, in contrast to our hypothesis, result indicated that generally 
speaking, participants in group setting overstated more than those in individual 
setting except in the condition of "assigned goal with monetary reward". In order to 
explain why participants in group setting were less likely to overstate when 
comparing to those in individual setting, the theoretical model of ethical 
decision-making might be useful. It might be possible that the psychological cost in 
conducting unethical behaviour is larger for participants when goal attainment is 
related to a monetary reward. The cost may be even larger for those in the group 
setting as the impact of this ethical deciding-making is higher when more people 
(the whole group) are involved in one's decision. And thus, participants may be 
more hesitated in triggering moral disengagement and hence lead to less unethical 
behaviour, for "assigned goal with monetary reward" in the group setting, as the 
reported performance by participants was critical in leading to group success or 
failure and each of them were default to be the last one in group to enter the 
performance. Hence on the one hand, they may have more temptation to overstate as 
they are part of their group hence they might feel the responsibility to contribute to 
group success. On the other hand, their decision to overstate or not may have a big 
impact on group's performance and whether all group members can get some 
materialistic rewards. 
The other plausible explanation is, in consistent with some of the findings in 
social psychology in which group members may be less willing to contribute their 
effort to group goal, because once the goal is reached, everyone can benefit from it, 
regardless of their contributions (De Cremer, 2002). In this case, the participant in 
group setting may face the same dilemma: regardless the goal proximity, all group 
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members would be benefit from one's overstatement of performance but the 
psychological cost of behaving unethically would only be taken by oneself. 
Goal setting, goal proximity, work setting and unethical behavior 
Previous investigation indicated that when people nearly reached their goals, 
they were more likely to overstate their performance than those who were far from 
their goals in the individual level. However, results from current study showed that 
the relationship seems to be more complex in the group setting. 
In the current study, participants in the group setting were put under one of the 
two goal proximity conditions: far from group goal (in which there is a large 
discrepancy between group goal and group performance) and close to group goal (in 
which there is a small discrepancy between group goal and group performance). No 
significant main effect of goal proximity or goal assignment methods is found 
indicated that in the group setting, participants overstated to a similar extent among 
"assigned goal with monetary condition” and "assigned goal" despite goal 
proximity. 
In individual setting, participants overstated more when they nearly reached 
their goals, which is consistent with prior findings. One possible explanation is that, 
as participants were solely responsible for their own success or failure in the 
individual setting, the psychological cost of failure when they nearly reached a goal 
is large. The closer the goal, the larger the cost, hence, unethical behaviour may be 
more likely to be motivated. Concerning the main effects, results indicate that there 
were marginally significant differences in performance overstatements for work 
setting in which participants in individual setting were more likely to be affected by 
goal proximity. 
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In sum, participants' decision of engaging in performance overstatements or not 
in the individual setting was more likely to be affected by goal proximity than those 
in the group setting. Diffusion of responsibility might be possible to explain the 
result. The psychological cost of not reaching the goal may be shared among all 
group members and participants may also attribute the group failure to other 
members. Furthermore, as abovementioned, group members may be less willing to 
contribute their effort to group goal, because once the goal is reached, everyone can 
benefit from it, regardless of their contributions (De Cremer, 2002). In this case, the 
participant in group setting may face the same dilemma: regardless the goal 
proximity, all group members would be benefit from one's overstatement of 
performance but the psychological cost of behaving unethically would only be taken 
by oneself. 
Mediating role of goal commitment 
The final goal of this study is to explore the mediating role of goal commitment 
on the relationship between goal setting, group setting and unethical behavior. We 
hypothesized that participants' goal commitment level mediates the relationship 
between goal assignment methods ("assigned" and "assigned with reward" goals), 
performance overstatement in both group and individual setting. Results found that 
goal commitment only explained almost no additional variance in performance 
overstatement when the effect of goal assignment was statistically controlled for in 
both individual and group setting. In other words, goal commitment only contributes 
very little in predicting performance overstatement. It seems that there might have 
other factors mediating the relationship between goal setting and unethical behavior. 
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Chapter 5 - Conclusion and Implications 
Despite the popularity of using goal-setting as a management tool, its 
drawbacks are not yet ftilly investigated by researchers. The current study makes 
several important contributions to the goal setting literature. Other than articulating 
the understanding of the relationships between goal setting, work effort and task 
performance in individual and group setting, this study also highlights the potential 
drawbacks of goal setting on individuals and organizations when a collective goal is 
set. Here are some highlights of our findings and also their practical implications, 
especially for practitioners. 
First of all, in consistent with previous findings, in terms of performance, 
specific and difficult goals with monetary reward motivate people to put more 
efforts while completing the task in both individual and group setting. It might be 
possible to conclude it is effective to set individual as well as group goals. But 
managers have to be careful in interpreting this relationship: more effort is not 
equivalent to better performance in the current study, as well as in some job 
positions in which accuracy or quality is critical e.g. accountants or pilots. 
Secondly, despite the effectiveness in enhancing one's performance, this study 
indicated that goal setting has some drawbacks. In both individual and group setting, 
on the one hand, setting a specific goal could enhance one's performance but on the 
other hand, goal setting (assigned goals with or without monetary reward) is more 
likely to motivate unethical behaviors than in do-your-best condition. People may be 
more stressful while attaining the goal so to avoid the high psychological costs 
brought by failure, regardless the nature of goal (individual or collective). 
As business ethics started regaining people attention due to those shocking 
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corruptions and wrongdoings in organizational. Reward is always contingent on 
employees' performance. For instance, salespeople are usually asked to meet some 
performance objectives e.g. business quota monthly or quarterly and based on the 
extent they have met their goals, bonus or commission will be given, but at the same 
time, punishment e.g. warning letter, disengagement may be given if they fail to 
reach their goal. It is well-known that this practice can motivate employees to work 
harder. However, managers must pay attention when using goal-setting (especially 
when monetary rewards are involved) as it may potentially trigger some undesirable 
behaviors from the employees which will harm the individuals as well as the 
organization. As business quota is getting more popular among various kinds of jobs， 
hence, appropriate mechanism must be in place to prevent creating too much 
pressure to the individuals in attaining the goal and to monitor any misconduct. 
Finally, in order to minimize any undesirable influences of goal setting, 
managers should implement effective mechanism in the organization. One way to 
achieve this is to give forewamings to employees. Previous research indicated the 
effectiveness of warning in reducing moral disengagement (Barsky, 2007). When 
goal setting (especially performance goal) is used to motivate employees' 
performance in organization, managers may give prior warnings to their employees 
for unethical behaviours like deception, fake reports, mis-selling and 
misrepresenting their performance. 
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Limitations and future studies 
There are several limitations. First of all, there was difference in how the 
feedback of one's performance was given among the individual and group setting 
conditions due to the nature of the experiment: as it is essential for participants to 
know about their current performance and hence they could decide whether to 
overstate their results during the checking process. For the "individual" setting, 
feedback was coming from the actual performance of participants themselves as 
they were working on an individual basis, hence, no dummy feedback was given. 
For the group setting, in order to manipulate how they perceive their current group 
performance (low or high), a dummy feedback session was given. However, this 
difference might be possible to affect the findings and revision (e.g. to give real 
feedback session for participants in group setting by using synchronous online 
program) could be made in future study. 
Secondly, the findings are clearly limited to the low external validity due to the 
high degree of control of experiment. Compared to other experimental methods like 
case studies, structured interviews and questionnaires, such kind of laboratory 
studies did not resemble in a lot of aspects in real organizational settings. For 
instance, goal setting in a real organization is usually more complex that involves 
multiple goals in which employees are allowed to make some kind of adjustments. 
Also, feedback of performance is always given to employees from time to time. 
Eight rounds of one-minute task may not fully capture the effect of goal setting on 
task performance in a real setting. In additional, there is no materialistic cost or 
punishment when goals are not met in the study which is not the case in real 
organizational settings. Therefore, different experimental methods should be used to 
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test the findings of this study in real organizational settings in future studies. 
A third limitation pertains to the student samples which have a relatively 
restricted age range. It is possible that my study might have missed some important 
elements that might be more significant and influential to older samples, who are 
more experienced in the use of goal setting for improving performance. Additional 
research is needed with other kinds of samples, especially with the working 
population, to see if our results could generalize to other groups of people. 
Fourthly, due to the feasibility of the study, only three goal assignment methods 
("do-your-best", "assigned goal", “assigned goal with monetary reward”）were 
examined in the present study. Future research should include other goal assignment 
methods, for example, "participatively-set goal" in group setting, which plausibly is 
a reliable factor in encouraging unethical behaviour at individual level or 
"groupcentric goal" (when an individual goal plus a group goal is given). Apart from 
this，instead of goal attainment with extrinsic reward, as future studies can also look 
at goal failure with extrinsic punishment (e.g. job lay off, reduced salary, no job 
promotion etc.)，which is a common practice used together with goal setting in 
today's organizations. 
In addition, it is found that the patterns of between goal proximity and 
overstating behaviours were different among individual and group setting so it might 
be possible that there may be different mechanisms in triggering unethical 
behaviours and further investigation is needed. 
Finally, since there was no significant result found on the mediating effect of 
goal commitment on the relationship between goal setting and unethical behaviour 
in both group and individual setting, future researchers should replace the current 
shortened version of goal commitment scale with its full version or find another 
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reliable measure to test the mediating role of goal commitment on their relationship. 
They should also explore other plausible mediators of the relationship between goal 
assignment and unethical behavior. For example, individuals' perceived 
(psychological) cost of and level of accountability of goal failure are two plausible 
mediators of the relationship. These variables may influence individuals' ethical 
decision making process (e.g. Beu & Buckley, 2004; Jones & Ryan, 1997). It is 
fruitftil to devote more resources to understand the processes individuals go through 
and the factors that they take into consideration when deciding to engage in 
unethical behavior. 
By getting a better understanding of the relation between goal setting and 
unethical behaviour in both individual and group level, organizations can take 
appropriate actions to maximize the positive effects of goal setting. Also, as 
proposed above, the potential drawback of organizational commitment in leading to 
unethical behavior may shed the light on future research. And at the same time, by 
knowing more about the potential drawbacks of goal setting, appropriate actions can 
be done to reduce the threats of unethical behavior in organizations. 
As mentioned above, it is very common for organizations to assign goals for 
their employees，such as using business targets, performance-based payment system 
and "Management by Objectives”，and actually employees are frequently striving 
for accomplishing an individual goal as well as a collective, common one. For 
instance, in the banking industry, it is a common practice for a personal banker to 
attain at least two business targets, one individual, and one collective because every 
single branch is assigned a group target. As it is common for employees to attain 
both individual and collective goal at the same time, it is essential to investigate if 
goal setting motivate unethical behaviour at group level. When individuals can be 
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motivated by their own goals and conduct unethical behaviour, it is also rational to 
hypothesize that similar behaviours are likely to be observed at group level when 
they are having a collective goal. 
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Appendix I 
Workbook 
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Experimental Instructions 
This experiment is designed to study the relationship between perception, creativity, 
and productivity. In this study, your responses will remain completely anonymous. 
You will be asked to form words using a list of 7 letters. We are interested in the 
relationship between the order in which letters are presented and the types and 
number of words people create. 
During the experiment，do not talk or make any noise that may disturb others around 
you. If you have any questions, please raise your hand and the experimenter will 
answer your questions individually. 
You will write down all words created in this Workbook. To ensure anonymity, at the 
end of this experiment you will record the number of words you created on the 
Answer Sheet which is the last page of this Workbook. You will put your Workbook 
in the sealed box next to the door and turn in your Answer Sheet separately on the 
desk in front of the whiteboard at the front of this room. This is to ensure the words 
you created in the Workbook remain absolutely anonymous. 
In this experiment there will be 2 practice rounds and 8 experimental rounds. In each 
round you will form words using the 7 English letters at the top of the page in the 
Workbook. 
In creating your words, please make sure you follow the rules below: 
1. The word must be an English word. 
2. It should be two or more letters long. 
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3. Other than a proper noun (e.g., words cannot be names or places). 
4. It has to be made by using each of the 7 letters only once per word (e.g., if the 
list of 7 letters contains only one ‘g’，you cannot spell "egg"). 
5. It has to be used in only one form (e.g., you cannot use singular and plural 
versions of the same word). 
Don't worry too much about whether a word confirms to these rules during the 
experimental rounds. After the last round, you will have an opportunity to check 
your words using a dictionary designed for this task. Therefore, just be creative 
and write down all words you can think of even if you are unsure whether they are 
correct not as you can check all your work at the end of the experiment. 
You will have 1 minute to work on each round, and once we begin the experiment, 
you will not be allowed to look ahead to future pages or to go back to previous 
pages. 
Once again, to ensure anonymity, remember do NOT write down any personal 
identification (e.g. name, student id) on any pages of the Workbook. If you have any 
questions, raise your hand and the experimenter will answer your questions. 
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Practice Trial 1: U O N H M E Y 
Please wait for instructions before you turn this page. 
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Practice Trial 2: A O D J G I P 
Please wait for instructions before you turn this page. 
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We are about to start the experimental rounds. There are 8 rounds in total. 
{The following instruction is for the participants in "assigned goal condition ") 
(For individual setting only) 
It is important that you commit to a specific yet attainable goal. In previous 
sessions, many subjects created 6 or more words in 1 minute. Your goal should be 
to create 6 or more words as well. 
At the top of the next page there are 7 letters. Your goal is to create 6 words during 
the allotted 1 minute using these 7 letters. When the experimenter asks you to turn 
the page, write “6” to indicate your goal level at the top of the next page and circle 
it. 
(For group setting only) 
At the top of the next page there are 7 letters. Your group goal: in each round on 
average, each member has to create 6 words during the allotted 1 minute using these 
7 letters. When the experimenter asks you to turn the page, write “6” to indicate 
your goal level at the top of the next page and circle it. 
(The following instruction is for the assigned with monetary reward goal condition) 
(For individual setting) 
After completing the experiment, we will select one of the experimental rounds at 
random for each of you. If you meet your goal of 6 words for that round (that is, 
you create 6 or more words), we will pay you $5 for each valid word you identified 
(that is, $30 or more). If you do not meet your goal for that round (that is, you 
create 6 or less words), you will not receive any payment. 
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(For group setting) 
In each round, on average, each member has to create 6 words so your group is 
expected to create at least thirty-six (for a size group of 6) words. After completing 
the experiment, if your group meets the group goal, we will select one of the 
experimental rounds at random and pay you $5 for each valid word you identified 
(that is，$30 or more) if you have created 6 or more valid words during that round. 
If your group does not meet the group goal for that round, you will not receive any 
payment. 
(The following instruction is for the “assigned” and “assigned with monetary 
reward" goal conditions) 
It is important to note that, the reason for having all of you assigned/set a 
performance goal for each round is that, previous research showed that goal setting 
can enhance creativity and performance. The effect is especially strong when the 
goal set is specific and difficult (Locke & Latham，2002). 
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Pre-experimental questionnaire 
Instructions: Read each of the following statements and indicate the rating for each 
statement. Remember there is no right or wrong answer. Please do not miss out any 
statements. 
1. It's hard to take this goal. (Circle one.) 
Disagree Very Much Neither Agree Nor Disagree Agree Very Much 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2. I am strongly committed to pursuing this goal of 8 words. (Circle one.) 
Disagree Very Much Neither Agree Nor Disagree Agree Very Much 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. Quite frankly, I don't care if I achieve this goal of 8 words or not. (Circle 
one.) 
Disagree Very Much Neither Agree Nor Disagree Agree Very Much 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. It wouldn't take much to make me abandon this goal of 8 words. (Circle 
one.) 
Disagree Neither Agree Agree 
Very Much Nor Disagree Very Much 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5. I think this goal of 8 words is a good goal to shoot for. (Circle one.) 
Disagree Very Much Neither Agree Nor Disagree Agree Very Much 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6. To what extent do you perceive several distinct groups ("group" refer to 
the group you are assigned to) to be present? (Circle one.) 
Not at all Very Much 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. To what extent do you feel like a group member, rather than a distinct 
individual? (Circle one.) 
Not at all Very Much 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8. To what extent do you feel you belong to this group? (Circle one.) 
Not at all Very Much 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
This is the end of the pre-experimental questionnaire. We will start the experimental 
around soon. Please wait for the experimenter's instruction. 
Please wait for instructions before you turn this page. 
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Experimental Round 2: OELB JAM 
Please wait for instructions before you turn this page. 
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Experimental Round 2: O E L B J A M 
Please wait for instructions before you turn this page. 
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Experimental Round 2: OELB JAM 
Please wait for instructions before you turn this page. 
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Experimental Round 2: OELB JAM 
Please wait for instructions before you turn this page. 
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Experimental Round 2: OELB JAM 
Please wait for instructions before you turn this page. 
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Experimental Round 2: O E L B JAM 
Please wait for instructions before you turn this page. 
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Experimental Round 2: OELB JAM 
Please wait for instructions before you turn this page. 
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Experimental Round 2: OELB JAM 
Please wait for instructions before you turn this page. 
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Post-experimental questionnaire 
1. How difficult was it to meet your goals in this study? (Circle one.) 
Not at all Difficult Extremely Difficult 
1 2 3 4 5 
2. How challenging were your goals in this study? (Circle one.) 
Not at all Challenging Extremely Challenging 
1 2 3 4 5 
‘ 3. How specific were your goals for performance in this study? 
Not at all Specific Extremely Specific 
1 2 3 4 5 
4. How stressful was this study? (Circle one.) 
Not at all Stressful Extremely Stressfiil 
1 2 3 4 5 
5. Is English your first language? (Check one.) 
p Yes 
p No, my first language is 
6. What is your study major? 
7. Are you male or female? (Check one.) • Male 
• Female 
8. What is your age? 
9. What do you think the aim of the experiment is? 
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Checking Your Answers 
We would now like you to record the number of words you created. To save time 
and to avoid any possibility of misidentifying your handwriting, in each round, 
count the number of valid words you created. You can check your words with the 
dictionary. 
Go to the Answer Sheet (the last page of this workbook) and tear this page from the 
booklet. When you have checked your answers, record the number of valid words 
you formed for each round on the Answer Sheet. Deposit your Workbook in the 
sealed box in front of the door; do not put your name on either the Workbook or the 
Answer Sheet. 
When you are done, hand your Answer Sheet to the experimenter. 
As a reminder，each valid word must be: 
1. an English word. 
2. two or more letters long. 
3. other than a proper noun (e.g., words cannot be names or places like China). 
4. made by using each of the 7 letters only once per word (e.g., if the list of 7 
letters contains only one 'g', you cannot spell "egg"). 
5. used in only one form (e.g., you cannot use singular and plural versions of the 
same word). 
6 . 迎 abbreviation of a single word (e.g. "lab" for laboratory, ‘‘WA，，for 
Washington) and combination of several single words (e.g. “VOA，，for Voice of 
America. "OMG" for oh my god) is allowed. 
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Answer Sheet 
Detach this sheet from the Workbook. 
We would now like you to count the number of valid words you created for each 
round. You can use the dictionary to check your words. 
After you record your answers on this page, deposit your Workbook in the sealed 
box. Separately, hand your Answer Sheet to the experimenter who will pay you 
based upon the results you record on this sheet. 
Practice Rounds 
Round 1: O A D M H U P Score: 
Round 2: A O D J G I P Score: 
DID YOU REACH YOUR 
GOAL OF —WORDS? 
Experimental Rounds 
Round l i A E D B K U G —Yes —No Score: 
Round2:OELB J A M 一Yes —No Score: 
Round3:UADQ W E R —Yes —No Score: 
Round 4 : E A S C K I Y —Yes —No Score: 
R o u n d 5 : U O N H M E Y —Yes —No Score: 
Round 6 : 0 E L H M A Z —Yes —No Score: 
Round?: O A S F K E V —Yes —No Score: 
Round 8: ME SAL D O —Yes —No Score: 
This is THE END of the experiment, please collect both the Workbook and the 
answer sheet, and put the workbook into the sealed boxes in the front of this room 
and hand in the answer sheet separately to the experimenter. 
Thank you for your participation. If you have any questions concerning this 
experiment, you may contact our experimenter Cyan Au-Yeung by email at 
sauyeung@psy.cuhk.edu.hk 
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Appendix II 
Goal Commitment scale (Hollenbeck, Williams & Klein, 1989b) 
1. It's hard to take this goal. (R) 
2. I am strongly committed to pursuing this goal. 
3. Quite frankly, I don't care if I achieve this goal or not. (R) 
4. It wouldn't take much to make me abandon this goal. (R) 
5. I think this is a good goal to shoot for. 
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Appendix III 
Instruction sheet for group setting condition 
Group A 
Group Tasks List (Do not write down your personal identity on this sheet) 
Task 1: 
Please discuss among yourselves and listed out TWO common characteristics about 




According to “2010年度第十二屆香港各大學排名榜”,the best university in 
Hong Kong is the University of Hong Kong (HKU) and the Chinese University of 
Hong Kong (CUHK) is the first runner up. 
Imagine that you are a group member of one of the two finalists in a competition 
called "How to make CUHK the best university in Hong Kong?' held by the 
Principal of CUHK. You are now going to have a 3-mins discussion with your group 
members before competing with the other finalist in a challenge of delivering an 
impromptus presentation. 
The goal of your group is to come up with THREE suggestions in the end of the 
presentation on how CUHK can improve and win over HKU in attaining the "Best 
University Award" in 2011. 





Anagram Task (Word Creation Task) 
You will be asked to complete an anagram task on individual basis. We will compare 
your group performance with the other group (Group B). The decision your team 
made in the previous two tasks and your group performance in the upcoming 
anagram task will be taken into account. 
Now you may go back to your seat but please be reminded that starting from now on, 
no communication is allowed between you and other participants. 
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